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I. INTRODUCTION

The National Institute of Corrections (NIC) has provided for many state and local correctional
agencies to receive short- and/or long-term technica assistance to address classification and information
system-related problems. NIC also continually provides training for correctional administrators and line
staff at its training academy in Longmont, Colorado. However, correctional administrators rarely have
the opportunity to participate in a ndional forum to share their classification-related developments and
drategies, ask questions, and discuss problems with their peers. To address this need, The Institute on
Crime, Justice and Corrections (ICJC) in conjunction with NIC, organized a two-day national forum for
practitioners. The forum provided the participants with an opportunity to:

Build their classification-related skills and broaden their understanding of new
devdopmentsinthe fidd;

. Share recent accomplishments and strategies for addressing current classification trends
and issues; and

. Provide feedback to NIC and technical assistance providers on how to maximizethe utility
and effectiveness of their services.

Asajoint initiative between NIC and ICJC, NIC provided for the participants’ transportation and
accommodationswhile The Institute, in consultation with NI C, devel oped the forum’ scurriculum, prepar ed
the session materials, and produced a written transcript of these proceedings. A registration fee was not
charged to the participants and since the forum was located in Washington, D.C. research staff from the
Federal Bureau of Prisons and NIC were also able to attend. Selection of the participants was based on
several criteria which included:

. Experience with innovative and/or comprehensive classification systems;
. Extensive knowledge of a specialized aspect of classification; or
. Size and geographic location of the agency.

The intent was to identify a diverse group of agencies that was actively engaged with state-of-the-
art classification systems. The size and geographic location of the agencies were important to ensure that
the proceedings would be universally relevant and would illustrate the potential developments across all
typesof agencies, not just the large agencies or those with extensive resources for research and information
systems. The participants represented the state correctional agenciesof New Jersey, Washington, South
Dakota, Florida, Montana, South Carolina, Wisconsin, Michigan, Colorado, and Pennsylvania.

The forum was aso envisioned as an oppartunity for NIC and The Institute to learn from agency
practitioners about their classification-related work, ideas, and questions. In recognition of thesignificant
expertise of the state correctional practitioners, the participants served asthe primary presenters, withNIC
and Institute staff acting asmoderators. Thisformat also served NIC' s goal of providing opportunitiesfor
networking and information-sharing among the agencies.



The forum’'s agenda, names, and affiliation of the participants are provided in Figure 1. As
indicated by the agenda, a wide range of topics were discussed, including comprehensive classification
systems, linkage between information systems and classification, internal classification systems,
classification of high-risk and women offenders, classification-related ligation, and the linkage between
prison classification systems and community re-entry planning. A summary of each presentation is
provided in Section Il, followed by a description of the current and future NIC classification-related
initiatives in Section 111. Appendix A includes biographical and contact information for all par ticipants.



Figure 1: Peer Training Agenda
National Institute of Corrections

Prison Classification Peer Training and Strategy Session:
What’s Happening with Prison Classification Systems?

Wednesday, September 6, 2000

Time Topic Discussant
9:00 - 9:30 Welcome Sammie Brown, NIC
Introductions Larry Solomon, NIC
NIC Goals and Objectives
Logistics
9:30 - 10:30 Comprehensive Classification: CreatingJames Austin, 1CJC
a Seamless System
. PA: Linking All the Pieces William Harrison, PA DOC
10:30 - 10:45 Break All
11:00 - 12:00Management Information Sysem Sammie Brown, NIC
. Classification Data for PlanningMeesim Lee, SC DOC
. Linking DOC to the Jails Stan Repko, NJDOC
12:00 - 1:00 Lunch All
1:00 - 3:00 Prison Internal Classification Systems Patricia Hardyman, 1CJC
. Automated Risk and Needs Fred Roesal, FL DOC
. AICS: Personality Based ModelEd Lightenburg, SD DOC
3:00 - 3:15 Break All
3:15 - 5:00 Clasdficaion for High Risk Offenders James Austin, 1CJC

. Managing High Risk OffendersPam Brandon, WI DOC
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at The George W ashington U niversity 3




Figure 1: Peer Training Agenda
National Institute of Corrections
Prison Classification Peer Training and Strategy Session:
What’s Happening with Prison Classification Systems?

Thursday, September 7, 2000

Time Topic Discussant
9:00 - 9:15 Good Morning Patricia Hardy man, 1CJC
Logistics
9:15-10:30 Responding to Litigation: James Austin, 1CJC
. Winning Classification Systems Nick Ludwick, Ml DOC
Michigan and Montana Candyce Neubauer, MTDOC
10:30 - 10:45 Break All
10:45 - 12:00Clasdficeion of Women Offenders Patricia Hardy man, 1CJC
. NIC s Work with 7 states
. BOP' s Work with Revalidation & Miles Harer, BOP
Clasgficaion of Women Offenders
. A Dynamic Instrument for Women Scott Hromas, CO DOC
12:00 - 1:00 Lunch All
1:00 - 3:00 Re-entry - Linking Prison ClassificationJames Austin, 1CJC
to Re-entry to the Community
. Incarceration Planning James Thatcher, WA DOC
3:00 - 3:15 Break All
3:15-4:30 The NIC Technical Assistance Process James Austin, 1CJC
. DosandDon'ts: Feedback for Provide's
. Participation in TA and Training Initiatives
4:30 - 5:00 Wrap up - Next Steps Sammie Brown, NIC

Hosted by The Institute on Crime, Justice and Corrections
at The George W ashington U niversity 4




II. SESSION PROCEEDINGS
1. Linking All the Pieces

Discussant: William Harrison, Director of Inmate Services
Pennsylvania Department of Corrections

The Pennsylvania D epartment of Corr ections (PA DOC) hasdeveloped the * Pennsylvania Additive
Classification Tool” (PACT). PACT is a fully-automated classification system that is reliable, easy to
adminiger, and incorporates al relevant data to establish an inmate's custody level, housing unit
assignment, work detail, treatment, and programming needs. The system sortsinmates, channels resources
to inmatesaccording to their risk and needs, rewards positive behavior, and enables both inmates and staff
to fully undergand the factorson which a specific classification decision isbased. It isbased upon the “just
desserts” model in which an inmate’s classification level is based on his’her commitment crime and
ingditutional behavior.

PACT isthe product of a multi-disciplinary committee composed of 20 to 25 supervisory and line
staff representing institutional, central office, and treatment staff as well as representatives from the local
correctional officers’ unions. T he success of this collaborative effort is attributed to its multi-discipinary
approach, endor sement by agency heads, and comprehensive training.

PACT is very beneficial to the inmate classification process because it reduces duplicate manual
entry of case information, allows all staff to view the inmate’s current profile, and provides easy access
to information required for efficient and effective management of the facility. These benefits are realized
primarily because PACT linksthe critical infor mation systemsof the department, i.e., inmate records, bed
management, inter-facility trangers, transportation, inmateinformation and compensation, visitor tracking,
and mental health tracking. PACT also informs system-level planning for the placement of programs
across and within facilities and on-going assessment of departmental policies and proceduresviaits regular
management reports, e.g. misconduct tracking system, monthly override summary, and monthly custody
level breakdown.

Future classification-related activities anticipated by the PA DOC include adjusting the offense
gravity scores updating the ingitutional disciplinary policy, revisiting the need for a separate instrument
for female inmates, and working with an outside consultant to revalidate the current external classification
system.

2. External and Internal Classification

Discussant: James Austin, Ph.D., Co-Director
Institute on Crime, Justice and Corrections

To have a constructive dialog on classification issues, it is useful to review the key components of
the classification process and agree on the oper ational definition of common criminal justice-related terms
that often differ across jurisdictions. Comprehensive classification includes of the following major
components:

. Externa classification



. Internal classification
. Needs assessment
. Community risk assessmernt

All of these systems rely upon abjective factors that have been tested on the agency’s inmate
population to enaure the sysems are both reliable and valid.  The objective factors are selected for their
ability to estimate the inmate’ s risks to staff and other inmates; treatment and special program needs; as
well as departmental policy.

External classification is designed to deermine an inmate's custody level, which in turn, will
influence the facility at which the inmate will be housed. It uses both risk and policy factors to makesuch
adetermination. Therisk component of the external classification system focuses onthe inmate’s offense,
prior criminal record, institutional conduct (both prior and current), and socio-demographic factors, all of
which have been tested to show a statistical association with prison conduct. Policy factors are not
necessarily predictive of actua risk, but do reflect the “ risk” to the correctional agency if certain types of
inmates are housed in lower custody levels.

The external classification process includes an initial and reclassification phase. The initial
classification relies on factors found to be predictive of institutional conduct, while the reclassification
phase (which occurs every 6 to 12 months thereafter) places greater emphasis on actual institutional
conduct -- aso called “just desserts” model. The overall goal isto use both szatic risk factors such as an
inmate' scriminal history and current offense, and dynamic factors, such asingitutional dicipinary record
and performance in treatment and work assignments. The entire process results in a custody designation
(minimum, medium, close, or maximum) which influences thedesignation of an appropriate secur ity level.
In this mamer, custody reflects the inmate's classification level, while security refers to the physical
environment of the facility to which the inmate is assigned. The overall goal isto ensure amatch between
theinmate’' s custody level and the facility’ s security level (minimum custody inmates assigned to minimum
security beds or facilities).

Needs classification identifies the mental health treatment, educational, and training needs of an
individual inmate. Thisinformation is used to determine in which programs or special servicesthe inmate
should be participate while incarcerated to enhance adjustment to the facility and to reduce the risk of
recidivism. When combined with the inmate’s custody level, it further refines the decisions surrounding
to which facility aninmate will be sssigned. For example, inmates classified as medium cugody who have
educational needs should be transferred to a medium security facility where such educational servicesare
available. Similar to the external classification gystem, needs assessments should include an initial and
reclassification phaseto reflect changes in the inmates’ programmatic needs whileincarcerated.

Internal classification occurs when an inmate arrives at a prison or housing unit after his/her
custody level has been established. This phase of clasdfication is facility-based and requires structured
decisions on issues such as: housing, programs, and work assignments. Internal classification addresses
the questions of:

. In which housing unit should the inmate be placed?



. In what programs should the inmate participate? and
. To what type of work should the inmate be assigned?

Currently, most prisons systems haveless structured internal classification sygemswhich canoften
result in seriousincidents or high-profile escapes. Often, inmates are inappropriately housed, programmed
or improperly separated. For example, if aprison operates aresidential substance abuse program, it would
not be appropriate for inmates with life sentences to be in the program, as they would consume program
resour ces best used for inmates nearing their release dates.

Community risk is the focus of the next classification phase in which inmates are considered for
release from the secure facility for work details, pre-release prepar ations, or parole. The type of risk to
be assessed isfocused on public safety or, put differently, the likelihood of committing anew crime. Some
correctional systems (e.g., Washington state) are beginning to develop strategies to asaure public safety.
At this stage, staff are not classifying inmates based on their risk of involvement in institutional
management problems, but instead are classifying inmates based on their risk of committing acrimein the
community.

Community risk assessment is linked with needs associated with educationa achievements,
vocational skills, substance abuse, and relationships. For example, an inmate has a greater chance of not
recidivatingif she/he has gainful employment. The needs assessment would indicate if he/she has adequate
vocational skills to enable him/her to work and maintain employment in the community. Thisimplies that
inmates with poor vocational skills should receive vocational training prior to their release from custody.
This creates a dilemma among classification staff who must consider the inmate’s placement in the
community based upon his’/her need for training and/or treatment, particularly if the department of
corrections does not have adequate programming and treatment resour ces to address the offender’ s needs.
The next question is, “ Should a prison system be responsible for reducing the inmate’'s community risk
level prior to his/her release from a prison facility?”

Truth in Sentencing (T1S) and three strikeslegid ation have had significant impact on classification.
Issuesraised by the forum' s participants, for example, included:

. What are the effects of determinate sentencing legislation on classfication systems?

. How do you motivate the offender to conform to institutional rulesif his/her behavior does
not influence the length of incarceration?

. In systems with determinant and/or TIS policies in which the length of stay is no longer
a predictor of behavior, the role of the conditions of stay (i.e., privileges per custody
level) becomes more critical to inmate management.



3. Management Information Systems - Classification Data for Planning

Discussant:  Meesim Lee, Branch Chief for Management Information Services
South Carolina Department of Corrections

The South Carolina Department of Corrections received a grant from the National Institute of
Justice (N1J) to form a practitioner-researcher partnership with the COMPLETE Center of the Graduate
School of Business at the Cadlegeof WilliamandMary to devel op pe'sonal computer-based (PC) software
to simulate the interactive dynamics of prison classification policies, sentencestructure, inmae behavior,
and prison bed type requirements. The product of this partnership, The Dynamic Simulatiion Model
(DSM), applies classification scenarios to the current and projected future inmate attributes, manages
“heads and beds,” predicts future bed-type mix, and generates a cost-effective classification model.

DSM links actual facility-based operational data and concepts with modern information system
technology. The DSM includes adata warehouse, objective-oriented computing, Monte Carlo simulation,
and On-Line Analysis Processing (OLAP). Tosimulate theimpact of changesto classification policies and
procedures on the type and number of prison beds required, D SM provides for interactive access to the
data and the option of specifying the criteria for evaluating the classification decisions at the “front end”
of the simulation.

DSM contains three primary components: 1.) data warehouse construction; 2.) assessment of the
impact of classificaion policies on the current prison population; and 3.) simulation of classification
policies on both current and future prison populations. It can also produce both classfication and
simulation statistical reports. These reports can be ex panded into lists of inmatesto facilitate, for example,
tracking the impect of a Smulaion on a particdar inmate or group of inmates. These reports can be
further expanded to include individual inmate attributes. All reports can be exported to Microsoft Office
applications for additional analysis and presentations.

DSM can be installed on most personal computer systems with the following specifications: 400
Megahertz PC or higher, at least 256 megabytes of memory, and a zip-drive or Network connection. DSM
will work with a variety of software packages: Microsoft Windows 98 or later, Microsoft Excel 97 (or
later); and Microsoft Access 97 (or later). Currently, the final report and users manual are under review
at the National Institute of Justice. DSM can address some of the practical quedions raised by prison
administrators such as;

. How many of what type of beds? DSM has enabled the SC DOC to examine the impact
of the implementation of recent truth-in sentencing legislation on prison classification
policies and future bed requirements. DSM, for example, derived an objective
classification custody level from aggregate data on inmate attributes and behavior with the
goal of “matching beds with heads.” In other words, the impact of classification policy
changesand| egid ationwere simulated based upon an analysis of aggregate inmate profiles
and behavior to determine the types and number of beds required to manage the projected
inmate population. The key to these analyses was access to accurate data on individual
inmates.

. What kinds of beds? There are two major factors that effect an agency’s ability to
effectively match heads with beds: inmate management and agency planning. For the



individual inmate, classification controls hisher movement within and between the
facilities and program participation, i.e., inmate management. On the system-level,
classification determines resource requirements and utilization, i.e., agency planning.

. What beds to build by when? The key issues to resolveis the bed-type mix. Bed-type
mix is dependent on offender attributes (age, criminal history, and ingitutional behavior)
and prison classification system policies and practices. There are four important
classification factors to consider: severity of offense, prior crimina history, remaining
time-to-serve, andinstitutiond behavior. All of these factors together have an impact on
the placement of offenders within prison facilities and when the respective types of
bed/facilities will be needed.

. How do modifications to the classification policy impact bed space requirements?
Truth-in-sentencing (T1S) has increased the length of stay among offenders of violent
crimes in South Carolina, which affects the distribution of offenders along the
classification continuum. TIS has also increased the need for maximum security beds.
Under TIS, due to their time to serve, offenders tend to stay longer in maximum custody,
which effects the bed-type mix needed at other security levels. Because TIS inmates have
higher rates of infractions, their disciplinary issuesalso result in their movement to higher
security beds.

For the baseline projection, DSM simulates for each inmate and each future admission, movement,
number of disciplinary infractions, and institutional assignment. The program sums the number of inmates
in each custody level for each time period. To simulate the impact of changes to the current classification
policy, “a new classification policy” is specified, the calculations are repeated, and then the number of
inmates per custody level and typeof facility are compared with the curr ent or baseline simulation results.
The number and variation of the ssimulations are limited only by the creativity and time of the department
and the availability of the data elements to be considered in the classification decisions.

DSM not only providesimportant information on future bed space requirements, but also describes
the current system. Analysis of South Carolina’s prison data, for example, revealed that the new TIS law
has resulted in longer prison stays and that offenders sentenced under TIS have higher rates of institutioral
infractions than compar able non-TIS inmates. Under TIS, the length of stay among inmates incarcerated
for violent crimes has increased by 25 to 100 percent, depending on the specific type of crime.

Between January 1, 1996 and December 31, 1998, 3,643 vident offenderswere sentenced, 1,253
of which committed crimes before January 1, 1996 and were not sanctioned under the TIS statute. The
other 2,390 offenders committed aimes on o after January 1, 1996 and were sanctioned under the TIS
statute. These TIS and non-TISinmates share the same attributes, except time to serve.

Comparisons of the TIS and non-TIS inmates by age and number of institutional infractions
revealed that TIS inmates are more prone to disciplinary infractionsthan non-TIS inmates within the same
age group, and younger TIS inmates are more prone to disciplinary infractions than older TIS inmates.
Thus, TIS hasimpaced not only the number of beds required at each classification level but has aso
prompted changes in the classification criteria that define the respective custody levds. The effedswere
most dramatic at the maximum security levelswhere offenders with lengthy sentences and/or repetitive,
serious institutional infractions stay for longer periods of time. The model aso indicated that within the



next ten years the inmate population in South Carolina would increase significantly with the extension of
TIS to non-violent offenders.

4. Linking Department of Corrections to Local Jails

Discussant:  Stan Repko, Director Office of Policy and Planning
New Jersey Department of Corrections

The New Jersey Department of Corrections (NJDOC) has successfully implemented an objective
jail classification system. This project was accomplished through the collaborative efforts of the New
Jersey Department of Corrections, the New Jersey County Warden's Association, and the New Jersey
Administrative Office of the Courts. This effort took several years of planning, a collaborative strategy,
and funding from a host of sources including: National Institute of Corrections-Prison Division and the
United States Department of Justice.

In 1993, NJ DOC designed and pilot tested a statewide classification system for the state’s
correctional system. The classification g/stem was implemented over a 14-month period, that included the
re-engineering of the state’ sregistration and assignment process, aswell as the reclassification of all of the
state's 24,500 inmates. This re-classification process increased the number of inmates assigned to
minimum custody, and aso decreased the number of infractions and escapes.

In 1996, the New Jersey County Jail Wardens Association formed an Objective Jail Classification
(OJC) User Requirements Committee, which wor ked with the NJDOC Classification Bureau and the NJ
Administrative Office of the Courts Information System Divison to design classification ingruments and
specify the software requirements for the County Correctiond | nformai on System (CCIS). By 1997, the
user requirements, classification instruments, software requirements were fully specified.

In September 1997, the OJC system was pilot tested for two monthsat the Ocean County Jail. The
pilot project resulted in several procedural changes and a few minor software modifications. Given the
success of the pilot ted, the Committee devel gped a satewide implementaion plan that called for the
conversion of New Jersey’s 21 county jails to the OJC system over an18-to-24 month period. There ae
several benefits to the implementation of the new system, which include:

. Standardization and uniformity of key terms and definitions across all county jail inmates,
offense codes, disciplinary infractions, and statuses,

. Immediate online access to current and prior admissions and releases for all state and locd
correctional facilities throughout the state;

. Access to a validated, objective jail inmate classification system to reduce legal liability
and effectively and efficiently manage the inmate population;

. Automatic warrant/wanted inquiry for each admission/discharge;

. Automatic NJ DOC natification upon an offender’s admission to and departure from any
county jail in the state.
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Standardized disciplinary reports on state inmates housed in county jails;
Standardized managements r eports on state inmates housed in county jails;

| dertification of non-finger printed offenders;

Standardized and uniform data for NJ DOC objective classification system; and

Online access to CCIS information to all components of the criminal justice system.

Futureclassification-rel ated initiativesanticipated by the NJDOC are to compl ete the devel opment
of aninternal classification system for highly-aggressive inmates, evaluate the validity of its classification
process for female offenders, and continue with the development of its comprehensive classification

continuum.
5. Prison Internal Classification Systems
Discussant: Patricia Hardyman, Ph.D., Executive Research Director

The Institute on Crime, Justice and Corrections

Now that external classification systems are operating relativdy smoothly for most states, more
attentionisfocused theinter nal classification systems. Internal classification entail sthe process of matching
the inmates to housing units, work assignments, and programming. NIC has funded three initiatives to
develop, document, and assessinternal classification systems. The Institute staff worked directly with eight
statesto deve op, implement, or improve ther current internd dassfication sysems

Colorado Department of Corrections developed an objective classification system for
close custody inmates at their Limon Correctiond Ingitution (LCl). Most inmates are
placed at LCI for one of two reasons, either for predatory, disruptive behavior in alower
security facility or because of the severity of the current offense or length of sentence.
The objective of the internal classification system was to separ ate the predatory, close
custody inmates from the potential prey.

Connecticut Department of Corrections (CT DOC) also designed an internal
classification system for its close custody population However, the CT DOC created a
system to assign inmates to housing units according to their work and/or programming
assignments.

Washington State Department of Corrections was interested in designing a
comprehensive classification system that would classify and manageinmates. The goal was
to create an internal classification system to idertify appropriate housing, to schedule
programming, and to provide strategies for managing theinmate. After reviewing the
current literature, the AIM S was sel ected as theunit management strategy, in combination
with the CMC approach to manage individual behavior. Despite its preliminary success,
theinternal classification initiative based upon the AIM S was not implemented because the
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offender groupsidentified via AIM S duplicated the offender typol ogy identified under the
CMC. Completionof the AIM Schecklistsessentially doub ed the staff’sworkload without
providing additional information for managing the population. Ultimately, CMC was
preferred over AIMS because it provided more direct input into the devel opment of case
management plans The practiceof housing dffendersaccording to their ‘ personality’ type
created greater stress and disruption, particularly within the Alpha (predatory) units. 1t
was observed that the separation of high-risk offenders tended to dilute tensions acr oss all
housing units, a policy that contradicted AIMS.

. New Jersey Department of Corrections developed an internal classification system that
would distinguish between groups of maximum cugody inmates with dffering levels of
aggression, in order to make safe and appropriate housing assignments within the
maximum security facilities The plan was to house highly aggressiveinmates at a spedal
unit at the Northern State Prison. Completion of the design and implementation of the
internal custody classification was halted pending development of the Department’s new
information system.

. Florida Department of Corrections embarked on an ambitious process for system-wide
implementation of a highly complex risk and needs model that would identify both internal
management i ssues aswell as programming and job-related needs. The model’ scomplexity
required sophisticated software and automation for system-wide implementation. Despite
these significant chdlenges, Florida has successfully implemented and automated this
systemin all of its 141 correctional facilities. (A more detailed description of the Riskand
Needs Modd is provided in following presentation by FL DOC).

. Oregon Department of Corrections implemented abehavior-based systemto improvethe
specification and compatibility of housing assignments in both men’'s and women's
correctional facilities. The origina plan was to create independent systems for its male
and female populations with different criteria and scoring procedures. However upon
analysis, separate systems for male and female inmatesdid not appeared to be warranted.
The system has been successfully automated and implemented throughout the OR DOC
system. Thissystem isripefor continued research to ascertain its validity and reliability.

. Missouri Department of Corrections, prior to thisinitiative, used the AIMS to classify
its inmates according to personality typologies that dictated housing compatibility. In
order to improve the accuracy and utility of this system, Missouri (in partner ship with
South Dakota Department of Corrections) developed the Adult Internal Classification
System (AICS), modeled after the AIMS. The initial pil ot test reaults indicated low inter-
rater reliability, however accuracy and reliability improved upon further refinement of the
instruments and training.

In the spring of 2001, a NIC publication entitled, “Internal Prison Classification Systems. Case
Studiesin their Development and Implanentation” will be released. The report summarizes the internal
classification initiatives of the eight dates and provides a step-by-step process for designing and
implementing an internal classification system.
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6. Automated Risk and Needs

Discussant: S. Fred Roesel, Chief Bureau of Classification and Central Records
Florida Department of Corrections

Florida Department of Correction’s internal classification system, “Risk and Needs’ determines
housing assignments, work assignments, and program assignments based upon behavioral criteria using
data from inmate interviews, crimina histories, needs assessments and other information available in the
Department’s data base. Need scores or ratings for 12 to 13factors are generaed. These include but are
not limited to attitude and motivation; restructuring potential; academic achievement; vocational needs;
substance abuse needs, work competency; wark release; outside work; Pride/Pie;* external classification
custody level; internal management; outside influences; housing; wellness; life skills; and transition
programming. The classification staff meets with each inmate to develop a management plan with
individualized goals and objectives for the inmate’ s time while incarcerated. The inmate receives a copy
of thisplan. This plan is reviewed and updated as part of the ongoing classification process.

A central part of the Risk and Needs processis determining the type of housing appropriate for the
inmate based on objective criteria driven by behavior. On the individual levd, the system recommends
the appropriate bed type (secure cell, room, or open day dorm) and on the system-evel, it provides
justification for budget requests regarding the usage of each housing type. Risk and Needs aso
recommends work assignments according to the inmate’ swor k skills and habits, appropriatenessfor work
release or outside work (risk of flight, threat to public safety, etc.) and the availability of prison industries
positions. The FL DOC offers avariety of programming, including substance abuse treatment, academic
education, vocational training, and other less-intensive programing. The inmate's need for each type of
programming is rated on a scale of one to five (five indcating high need), based on interview and
background history data.

The system also hasthe ability to rank inmates statewide for placement in academic education,
substance abuse, vocational education, and work release programs. Automated reports are generated for
al ingtitutions, regional offices, and the central office to notify gaff as the inmate’s relative priority for
admissionto the targeted program or work assignment. Asof July 3, 2000, substance abuse programming
was made mandatory for all offenderswith high substance abuse needs. To assist staff in the assignment
of inmates to the various substance abuse programs, the system was designed to identify and rank all
inmates according to their need for placement in a substance abuse treatment slot. An inmate whose
substance abuse ranking is less than or equal to 500 has the highest priority for treatment. If an inmate
refuses to participate in the program, he/she receives adisciplinary report. Itis anticipated thatin the near
future, academic and vocational education will also become mandatory programing assignments.

In sum, the FL. DOC maintains a comprehensive classification system in which Risk and Needsis
integrated with the custody assessment and reassessment system (CARS), gain time calculations, visitation,
I.A.P.S. (facility placement), appointment and contad log, and the transition plan. In the future, the
Department plans to further integr ate the external custody system, automate work and treatment progr ess
reports, and automate work and program assignments. If the programs become mandatory, the FL DOC

'PRIDE stands for the FDOC Prison Rehabilitative Industries and Diversified Enterprises or PIE (Prison
Industries Enhancement) Program. T he criteria assesses the inmate’s need for new or enhanced training skills.

13



will also integrate mandatory academic and vocational education in the Risk and Needs system. Efforts
arealso being made to devel op web-based applications for the classification system. The Priority Program
Ranking System’s Top 500 lists are available for staff to sort and view on the Department’ s intranet web
site. The list includes photo access of each inmate.

7. AICS: Personality Based Model

Discussant:  Ed Ligtenberg, Director of Classification, Transfers and Scheduling South
Dakota Department of Corrections

The South Dakota Department of Corrections (SD DOC) has been working on a new and
innovative personality-based model for classifying inmates, the Adult Internal Classification System
(AICS). The SD DOC currently uses AIMS, a personality-based system that does not alow for changes
in the inmate’s personality profile; in contrast, AICS allows for consideration of changes in personality
over time. Aninmate serving a sentence of 30 years, for example, may come into prison as a“bad guy”
but over time, he may evolve to the other end of the behavioral spectrum. The AICS system is designed
to identify and separate inmates based on their personality types. The goal isto separate the predator from
the prey, separate victimizersfrom the victim prone, i.e., separate the “good guys’ from the “ bad guys’
when everyone is wearing a “black hat.”

AICS is a sorting method that assigns inmates to housing units according to similar interests and
behavior patterns. The purpose of AICS is to provide a safer, more relaxed living environment. The
sorting process starts with custody classification (maximum, medium, and minimum) which determines
facility placement. Next, the AICS score is computed to determine housing unit placement. Each inmate
is assigned to one of three offender types. The scores range from 1 to 3 with 1 indicating aggressive, 2
indicating not excessively aggressive or dependent, and 3 indicating dependent or victim-prone. A Type
1 inmate should not be housed with a Type 3 inmate, but Type 2 inmates could be housed with either type.
Other factors that determine cell placement are gang membership, race, common sense, correctional
judgement, prior adjustment problemswith roommates, and corr ectional staff knowledge of which inmates
are compatible. The characteristics of the respective groups are:

. Type 1 inmates display or have histories of hostile, aggressive, and/ or violent behavior.
These inmates are hogil e to authority and often attempt to ded with othersby conning or
manipulative behaviors. They are resentful of rules and regulations and of staff efforts to
control them. They are easily bored and create excitement to amuse themselves. Staff
generally see them as untrustworthy and unreliable. Some inmatesin this group may not
be directly confrontational, but instead may tend to cause problems by operating behind
the scenes.

. Type 2 inmates are neither excessively aggressive nor dependent, although the experience
of being in prison may be demoralizing to them. Most do not have extendve criminal
histories or consider themselves “criminals.” They have alow rae of diipinary
problems and are rar ely involved in assaults, extortion, or threatening behaviors. Usually
they avoid trouble and will fight only as a last resort.
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. Type 3 inmates are withdrawn, sluggish, unhappy, passive, constantly worried, anxious,
afraid, jittery, easily upset, unhappy, and often give the impression of being out of it.
They appear sad, depressed, and tense. They are easily victimized by Type 1 inmates
since they are often friendless and are per ceived as weak, indecisive, and submissive.
They do not have a high rate of disciplinary problems and are viewed by staff as
demanding, whining, and clinging.

Three different AICS instrument are used to classify inmates. The History Checklist is completed
within thefirstweek of an inmate’s incarcerdion by unit staff based on areview of the inmae’s recordand
an interview with the inmate. This list describes the inmate’'s previous behavior, personality and
experiences both on the street and during prior incarcer ations. The History Checklist is completed for al
new inmates and for parole violators.

TheInitial Behavioral Checklist is completed during the second week of an inmate’ sincarceration.
This checklist is completed by a correctional officer based on that officer’s observation of theinmate's
behavior since admission, and the unit staff’s observation of the inmate’s behavior during the interview
conducted for the History Checklist. The Initial Behavior Checklist is designed to describe the inmate's
observed behavior during the current incarceration.

Thelast AICSingrument isthe Reclasdfication Behavioral Checklist which iscompleted one year
after theInitial Behavioral Checklig and ennually, thereater. Thischecklist iscompleted by acorrectional
officer based on that officer’s observation of the inmate’ s behavior and unit staff’s repor ts on the inmate’ s
performance. Implementation of the AICS ispending research that demonstrates that AICS is better, or
a least as good, as AIMS.

8. Managing High Risk Offenders

Discussant:  Pam Brandon, Administrator Division of Program Planning and MVT
Wisconsin Department of Corrections

To meet the growing needs of the correctional system, the Wisconsin Department of Corrections
(WI DOC) constructed a supermax correctional institution. This facility was designed to house up to 500
inmateswith serious behavioral problems. Generally, inmatesin administrative or segregation status who
have demonstrated one or more of the following behaviors within a secure confinement setting will be
reviewed for transfer to the supermax fadlity:

. Assaultive, violent, or sexually aggresdve acts toward other inmates;

. Pose safety risks within the inditutional setting, such as involvement in gang-related
behaviors, predatory acts toward others, and/or victimization of staff; and

. Represent major security risk such as escape or flight, demonstrated capacity to incite

disturbance, active participationin a riot or disurbance, and/or threatening the orderly
operation of the facility while within the general prison population.
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Inmates are sent to the supermax facility for an indeterminate period of 24 to 36 months, during
which they are afforded opportunities to demonstrate appropriate behavior that will allow for their
transition to a less restrictive or controlled status The goa of this process is to eventualy return the
inmates to a general population maximum security setting. The basic objective is to influence positive
behavior through a level system that provides for increased privileges based upon positive behaviors.
Movement between levelswithinthe facility isnot a classification function, but amanagement function that
constantly seeks input from everyone involved in the day-to-day interactions with the inmate. There are
five levels within the facility:

. Level One: Upon reception, the inmate is assessed by the psychological, social service,
education, management, and security staff. The result of this assessment is an
individualized program plan for the inmate.

. Level Two: Initial placement in the institution is in the Alpha Unit which is a highly
controlled environment with very limited activity. Inmates stay in thisunit for aminimum
of 30 days.

. Level Three: If aninmate behaves positively inthe Alpha Unit, he moves to the supermax

General Housing Unit for program participation. While in this Unit, programming to
promote positive behavior is provided viavideo. Inmates remain in this Unit for nine to
18 months.

. Level Four: Basad on their behavior at Level Three, inmates will progress to the
Transition Unit where additional privileges are provided, including group programming
and leisure activities.

. Level Five: After four to six months at Level Four, inmates may be consdered for return
to a less controlled maximum-security facility.

9. Responding to Litigation

Discussant: James Austin, Co-Director
Institute on Crime, Justice and Corrections

The following is alist of recent litigation that focused on classification issues:

. Busey et al. v. Corrections Corporation of America (external and internal classification
issues): This private prison was sued by personsin Ohio (who were upset about private
prisons coming into the State) for failing to operate properly when inmates were killed by
other inmates. The external classification issue was that the predatory inmates who were
trangers from the Washington D.C. Department of Corrections that did not meet the
profile (minimum or medium cugody) of those who were approved for placement in the
Y oungstown facility. The Y oungstown facility was also sued for failure to collect all
necessary classification infor mation regarding inmate transfers.
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New Mexico Department of Corrections (external and internal classification issues): In
this case, inmates and staff were killed in afacility operated by Wackenhut. The Central
Office for the New Mexico Department of Corrections was unavare of who they were
transferring to non-DOC facilities In addition, Wackenhut was not duly diligent in terms
of assessing new admissions to their facility and having an internal classification system
that properly identified and separated predatory inmates.

Oklahoma Department of Corrections (internal classificationissue): Oklahomawas sued
by the U.S. Department of Justice, Civil Rights Division for separating inmates by race.
They never asked inmatesif they would mind being in a cell with a person of another race.
The fundamental isxue in this case was that inmates cannot be housed based on an item or
factor that is not specified as a part of the classification criteria or that may be a violation
of civil rights.

Camden County, New Jersey (external and internal classification): This was a case of
erroneously detention by acounty jail. A mildly mentally challenged individual who was
not fluent in English left the facility to go to court, the court dropped the charges against
him, but for some reason, the paperwork did not get back to the institution. The inmate
was erroneously detained for six monthsinthe jail. The Department of Corrections was
deemed responsible for knowing the legal status of everyonewithin their custody. Thiswas
considered a fundamental communication issue. Defense counsel argued that the
classification process was relevant because whenever an inmate enters a cor rectional
facility, a complete assessment that includes collection and review of al relevant
commitment orders and recaords are mandatory. If the records are nat present at
admission, the inmate needs to be put in an “unclassfied status” urtil the records are
present and reviewed. Regarding internal classification, the inmate was erroneously
classified as high/close custody and was placed in an unit with predatory inmates. (He was
repeated assaulted by the other inmates in the unit.)

USA v. Michigan and Cain v. Michigan (external and internal classification issueg: The
Michigan Department of Corrections was ordered by a consent decree to develop a
separate female classification system because the women were over-classified when
assessed on the instrument based upon the male population.

Hammer v. King County, Seattle Washington (external classification and personnel): The
primary litigationissue this case was a personnel issue. Womenwere nat dlowed to work
in the correctional facilities outside of the sight of a male correctional officer (i.e., mae
correctional officers must be present at all times). This policy denied opportunities for
certain positions and promotions for women. The classification question was, “Were the
inmates so dangerous that they could not be supervised by afemale correctional officer?’

California Department of Cor rections (internal classification): In California, twoinmates
were placed in a prison cell, one was classified at Level 1 (low risk) and the other was
classifiedat Level 4 (highrisk). The Level 4 inmate sexually assaulted the Level 1inmate.
With asystematic internal classification system, these two inmateswould have never been
placed in the same cell.
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. Inmates A, B, C and D v. Illinois Department of Corrections (internal classification
issue): This case centered on a gang (security threat group) separation issue. Gangswere
controlling the housing and work assignments. The Department was required to develop
aninternal classification system to monitor the number and type of gang members assgned
to each housing unit and type of work assignments and to distribute the various gang
membersacross housing units, job assignments, and programming to minimizetheir power
within the institution.

10. Winning Classification Systems - Montana

Discussant: Candyce Neubauer, Bureau Chief, Technical Correctional Services Montana
Department of Corrections

In 1991, adistur bance occurr ed in the maximum-security unit of the Montana Sate Prison (MSP).
Five protective custody inmateswere killed by other maximum custody inmates. Soon thereafter, several
wrongful death lawsuits against Montana Department of Corrections (MT DOC) were filed by family
membersof the victims, other inmates, and cor rectional officersin the facility at the time of theriot. This
presentation focuses on the litigation filed by the American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) and the United
States Government.? The ACLU filed a lawsuit against the MT DOC regarding the conditions of
confinement throughout MSP, not just the maximum-security unit. The issues contested wer e medical,
dental, and mental health srvices; overcrowding; quality of the physical plant; classification and
programming; criteriafor placement/retention in the maximum-security unit; good time; and violations of
the American Disabilities Act.

On November 29, 1994, the State of Montana and the ACLU entered into a settlement agreement
relating to the conditions of confinement & MSP. This settlement agreement included several changesin
MT DOC policies regarding the provision of proper medical, dental, and mental health care; maintenance
of the physical plant; implementation of an objective classification system and individualized treatment
plan; improvement of security; and compliance with the American Disabilities Act. The agreement
included:

. Appoint of a medical director responsible for developing and implementing a
comprehensive system of medical care;

. Retain adequate physician coverage to meet the needs of the MSP population;

. Retain of adequate nursing staff to provide 24-hour coverage and to otherwise meet the
needs of the MSP population;

. Screen inmates and staff for tuberculosis according to the Center for Disease Control
guidelines by trained personnel;

’Langford, et al v. Gov. Racicot, et al (Cause No. CV 92-13-H-LBE) and United Sates of
America, Plaintiff v. Civil Action no. 94-90-H-CCL, State of Montana, €t a., D efendants.
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Screen the medical needs of al new inmates within 24 hours of admission (excluding
weekends) by nursing staff, followed-up by physician’sassistant and/or physician;

Have sick call clinics daily to ensure inmates are seen by medical staff within 48 hours of
request;

Have sick call daily in the maximum-security unit by nursing staff;

Refer patients to physician within five days;

Provide over-the-counter medication and products for common ailments;

Conduct annual physicalsfor prisoners over 50 years of age;

Conduct biannual physicals for prisoners over the age of 40;

Develop a chronic care policy;

Provide eyeglasses and replacements, as needed,;

Provide dental care within 60 days of admission, sooner if a problem is indicated;
Eliminate the dental list backlog within ore year;

Retain a part-time psychiatrist (at least 20 hours weekly) to develop and implement a
comprehensive mental health plan in consultation with plaintiff’s psychiatric consultant;

Provide eight hours out-of-cell time daily for general population prisoners;
Develop a preventive maintenance program;

Comply with State Building and Fire Codes;

Attend to housing unit work orders within 48 hours;

Implement an objective classification system;

Coordinate treatment plans with the parole board;

Review treatment plans annudly with the parole board,;

Prioritize eligibility for treatment programs based on parole board mandates and parole
eligibility;

Develop and adhere to a disciplinary handbook, to be made available to all prisoners,
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Do not place inmates in temporay lock-up based on infarmation from a confidential
informant;

Implement the NIC recommendations relevant to the 1991 riot at the maximum- security
unit;

Repair al unit intercom systems;
Provide adequate security staff and training;
Conduct weekly mental health rounds;

Preserve current stratification program asit relates to Level sOne through Four, including
al rights and privileges, T.V., recreation, etc.;

Create a Level Five for prisoners not eligible for return to general population with
enhanced privileges and out-of-cell time;

Offer anger management and individualized study programs; and

Remove all barriers to programs and services.

The United States Department of Justice (USDOJ) filed litigation againg MT DOC'’s for failure
to protect M SP inmates from har m and risk regar ding: predatory inmates (identifying housing, single cell,
transfer); security practicesin the maximum scurity unit; andvulnerabl einmates (idertificati on, transfer,
housing, mainstreaming, special management housing, reports of harm, separation needs and cell

compatibility).

In January 1997, MT DOC entered into an agreement with the USDQOJ to resolve the

issuesof inmate protection. The parties agreed that the case would be dismissed upon full compliance with
the agreement. To date, the DOJ has not certified the MT DOC’s compliance and it continues to be
monitored. To ensure pratection of theinmaes, MT DOC agreed to complete the following tasks

Modify the classification policy and indrument to identify predatory and vulnerable
inmates;

Modify the classification policy so that reconsideration of classification is automatic for
seriousor vident institutiond of fenses;

Egablish awritten palicy with objective criteria for dngle and double-celling;

Develop a pdicy for supplying relevant infarmation about predatory behavior,
vulnerability, and separation needs to any receiving institution upon an inmate’s transfer
to that fecility;

Formalize special management status by modifying the policy, undertaking a study of the
special management-related procedures within the maximum security unit, and providing
specific criteria for determining an appropriate and safe setting for protective custody
inmates;
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. Formalize the pdicy for handling inmates expressing concerns for their safety;

. Develop apolicy to address safety concerns when new medium inmates end up housed on
the dose custody unit dueto lack of bed gace

. Develop an uniform palicy to address homosexual activity;

. Develop a policy for scheduling use of the maximum security unit day room;

. Install smoke detector s in common areas of housing units;

. Provide routine fire safety training and at least quarterly fire drills;

. Conduct a feasibility study of the expandon of visitation; and

. Develop policy and procedures restricting inmate access to sensitive information.

In an effort to fulfill the classification-related tasks outlined in the ACLU settlement agreement,
in August, 1993, the Department requested technical assigance from NIC for Dr. Patricia Hardyman to
design and validate an objective external classification system. InMay 1997 and July, 1998, in response
to the US DQOJ settlement agreement, MT DOC’ s objective classification system was revalidated. The
purpose of the 1998 Revalidation initiative was to pilot test the modifications to the classification
instruments and policy recommendations by Dr. Har dyman derived from the changes to the classification
systems suggested by the 1997 Revalidation effort.

Asaresult of the technical assistance offered, two polides were deve oped:

Special management of atypical inmates: This policy concerned the management of predatory,
vulnerable, disabled, mental health, youthful offender, witnesses, informants, high profile offenders, and
gang affiliated inmates; and

Separation needs: This policy focused on the procedures for identifying and separating inmates
with conflicts e.g., co-defendants, victims (relatives to victims), gang members, etc.

The respective policies included operational definitions, procedures, and observation forms. In
addition, the external classification policy was modified to coincide with these new policies. For example,
the classification procedures were modified to account for automatic reclassification of violent/assaultive
rule violators and to direct the placement of inmates when housing availability did not match the inmates
custody level. Both the initial and reclassficaion ingruments were modified to include a new risk item
that considered ingtitutional predatory behavior and to adjust the custody scaleto identify maximum custody
inmates based on their total risk score. Training on these new policies and the classification system is
currently ongoing.
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11. Responding to Litigation: Winning Classification Systems - Michigan

Discussant: Nicholas Ludwick, Classification Director Correctional Facilities
Administration Michigan Department of Corrections

Michigan’s Department of Corrections (MIDOC) is currently in the middle of alengthy law suit,
Cain v. MIDOC, which began in 1988. The litigation garted with prisoner property rights and has now
shifted to classification. Classification became an issue becausethe MIDOC has six classification levels
— the higher the custody level, the more restricted are proper ty rights, the more time is spent the cell, and
less access to programs.

This presentation focuses on the litigation asit relates to female classification issues. The MIDOC
has settled with the female plaintiffs and has developed a new classification system for female inmates.
The settlement requires the MIDOC to:

. Train al staff who perform classification on the use of the new security classification
screens,

. Provide a classification information session as part of the Warden's Forum at orientation;

. Place a copy of the settlement agreement and new classification screens in each law
library;

. Provide notice to MI DOC staff that work and school reports must be completed in a
timely fashion;

. Modify the Prisoner Guidebook and all orientation materials to conform with this
agreement;

. Begin using the new initial screening form for all newly committed and returning female
prisoners;

. Re-assess dl female prisoners currently housed in Level 1V using the new screens,

. Re-assess all other general population and protective cudody prisoners with the new

screens at their annual review;

. Conduct a study on misconduct and cl assification to validate the instruments;
. Submit a draft of the validation study to plaintiffs;
. Provide alegal writer program at Scott, Crane, and Camp Branch that includes training

on hearings for misconducts and appeals to circuit court;

. Add ICLE Family Law Volumes, Michigan Basic Practice Handbook, and ICLE Probate
Law Volumes at each ingtitutional library, including any mini law libraries;
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. Enaurethat Level IV and V prisoners have physical accessto thelaw library (Level 1V and
V hours may be combined);

. Continue to provide physical access to a full law library for al general population
prisoners;

. Provide for prisoners to participate via telephone in court-ordered hearings;

. Send a notice to all Michigan Courts detailing the procedures for contacting prisoners for
the hearings;

. Deposit $33,000 into Prisoners’ Benefit Fund (PBF) at Scott for resolution of property

claims (the institution will facilitate the transfer of these fund into individual prisoners
accounts); and

. Issue athletic shirts for female inmates which may be worn on the yard during athletic
activities and in the housing units.

Annual reclassification is mandatory, however aninmate may be re-assessed more frequently upon
receipt of a new/modified sentence or finding of guilt for a violent institutional infraction. MIDOC is
currently moving female inmates currently housed at the sss facility to a facility located next to the main
women'’s facility. Thiswill allow the two institutions to work together more efficiently and effectively.

12. Classification of Women Offenders

Discussant:  Patricia Hardyman, Executive Director of Research
Institute on Crime, Justice and Corrections

The primary issue in the classficaion of women offendersisthe widegread tendency to over-
classify. The current external classificationinstruments tend to score female inmatesinto ahigher custody
level than is appropriate, given their threat to the safety and security of theinstitution. Another major issue
is that the instrumentswere developed for and validated on male inmates. Because the systems have not
been assessed for the female population, several states are questioning the validity of their current
classification system for women. Andhe issue that hasbeen raisedisthe importance of dynamic factors
(i.e., mental hedlth, socia history, and relationships) in the classficaion of femdeinmates. Thus, for a
variety of reasons, many states classification systemsneed to be fine-tuned or at |east, assessed for female
offenders to ensure their validity.

In response to this need, NIC has undertaken two women’s clasdficaion initiatives. Dr. Pat
VanVoorhis, at the University of Cincinnati, has surveyed the state corr ectional agenciesto determinetheir
current policies and procedures with respect to assessment of the risk and needs of female inmates. A
telephone survey was conducted to learn about the instruments used and the differences in the sysems for
the male and female inmates. She has also collected data on the extent to which the ingruments have been
validated and/or evaluated as to their ability to manage the female population accurately and effectively.
A report on Dr. VanVoorhis research will be available by the fall of 2001. Dr. VanVooris is aso
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providing technical assidance to three state correctional agencies for the revalidation or refinement of their
classification systems for their female offenders. The states include Colorado, Nebraska, and Hawaii:

. Colorado Department of Corrections is developing a dynamic external classification
instrument that will consider such factors as mental health, substance abuse needs,
education, etc. A detailed interview protocol has been developed to elicit information on
the woman’s history of emotional, physical, and sexual abuse both as a child and adult,
as well as her parenting skills.

. Nebraska Department of Corrections is considering the development of a community
risk assessment i nstrument to inform decisionsfor work release, work assignments outside
the fence, and procedures for transporting inmates.

. Hawaii Department of Corrections does not currently utilize a sygematic internal or
external classification process for their female population. Prior to development and
testing of classification sygem, systemic issues of overcrowding, the programming, etc.
must be addressed. Intheinterim, Hawaii has undertaken the devel opment of a systematic
needs assessment instrument to identify the mental health, medical, and programming
needs of the female inmate population

The second NIC women'’s classification initiative is with The Ingtitute on Crime, Justice and
Corrections and provides for technical assigance to four state correctional agencies—Florida, |daho, and
West Virginia. The fourth state has not yet been assigned, but will be identified soon. The work in these
states entails:

. Florida Department of Corrections: Validation of the internal and external classification
systems for the female inmate population; development of a systematic needs assessmert
process that compiles and rates the inmate’ s mental health, substance abuse, educational,
vocational, wellness/life skills, financial management, relationships (both within and out-
side the penal system), and parenting skills;, and refinement of the date’'s Custody
Assessment and Reclassification System (CARS) and Risk and Needs Internal
Classification System as appropriate to consider all of the inmate's critical needs.

. West Virginia Department of Corrections: Validation of the external classification
system for femal e inmate population with some comparison of the predictive power of the
risk factors for the male inmate population to ensure the need for a gender-specific
classification system.

. Idaho Department of Corrections: Idaho DOC currently has a separate external
classification system for its female inmate population. The primary task of this initiative
is to update the current system and develop a clear and concise classification manual to
enhance the reliability of the system.
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13. Classification of Women Offenders: BOP’s Work with Revalidation and Classification
of Women Offenders

Discussant: Miles Harer, Senior Research Associate
U.S. Bureau of Prisons

In the late 1980's, a lawsuit was filed against the U.S. Bureau of Prisons (BOP) regarding the
conditions in its women'’s prisons and the inequities in the access to programming between the male and
femaleinmates. Soon thereafter, classification became an issue. Based upon the evidence presented tothe
court, it appeared that the womenwere being over-classified due to the weight assigned to offense severity
on the classification instrument. Two remedies for this problem were implemented. First, the externa
classification scale cut points were modified for the females. The second step was to eliminate “ medium”
as a security level. Thus, only three security ratings--minimal, low, and high—are used for the female
population.

The BOP is now reviewing its female dedgnation classification, the system that determines how
the woman is managed and her privileges. In an effort to test the validity of the classification process, the
BOP created a classification task force of security, programming, and research staff to identify risk
components that predict escape. Using a consensus model, higory of escape and length of sentence were
identified as the most critical factors for predicting escape. Also identified as important factors of escape
werefamily problems, money concerns at home, and a death in the family. The task force aso identified
six ingtitutional behaviors thought to be predictive of violent behavior---killing/attempting, aggregated
assault, weapon possession, fighting, threatening bodily harm, simple assaullt.

The BOP analyzed historical data on male and female institutional misconduct to determine rates
of misconduct by gender for each of the BOPdisciplinary infraction codes. The data suggested that female
inmates are involved in different types of institutional misconduct and at different rates than the males.
Examination of misconduct rates by gender indicated that women tend to be more concerned about their
appearance, medical issues, and relaionships. Women are al lessviolent than men. Men are more
involved in fighting, gambling, and drug use. This study had two major findings. First, the same risk
factors predict male and female inmate institutional misconduct. Therefore, there is no need to construct
a separate classification system for female offender s sentenced to federal prisons.
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14. A Dynamic Instrument for Women

Discussant: Scott Hromas, Director of Research
Colorado Department of Corrections

Colorado’s Department of Corrections (CO DOC) is currently working with Dr. VanVoorhis,
through technical assigance provided by NIC, on a dynamic classification model for its female inmate
population. Approximately 1,100 female inmates are housed in CO DOC correctional facilities. Although
the current system hasfour classification levels, 85 percent of all females are housed in medium, minimum,
and minimum-R (restriction) custody levels; with 75 percent classified as minimum or minimum-R.

In the search for avalid classification system, atask force identified three potential approachesto
the problem:

. Make minor changes to the externd classification instruments to correct the operational
definitions and weights associated with key risk factors, i.e., escape, infractions, cur rent
offense, program participation, timeto serve and the cugtody scale cut points

. Consider the role of domestic violence when determining the severity of an offense; and

. Develop acommunity correctionsrisk assessment instrument for predicting recidivism that
includes static risk factors (i.e., prior substance abuse, prior criminal record, history of
escapes, age at first offense) and gender-responsive dynamic risk factors (i.e,
relationships, suicide attempts, and mental health).

The task force decided that the classification process should be expanded toinclude an assessment
of the dynamic needs and risks of women and that a scientific pilot test was required to develop and test
the instrument. The risk assessment process would include a diverse set of needs to ensure that the types
of needs experienced by females aswell as those experienced by males would be considered. Substance
abuse, prior history, education, employment status, financial problems, andanti-socid neighborhoodsare
risk factorsfor recidivism for both men andwomen. Criminal associations, learning difficulties, anti-social
attitudes, and anger management tend to be stronger risk factors among men than among women whereas
co-dependent relationships, parenting issues, depression, mental health problems, and trauma/abuse tend
to be ariticd risk factars for women. A sudy of the predidors of ingitutional misconduct among acohort
of 1999 femal e admissions indicated arel ationship between mental health, criminal history, and education
and institutional misconduct.

CO DOC is planning further research on what female inmates identify as their programming and
treatment needs and what additional items should be added to the classification instr uments. Focus groups
with correctional staff and female inmates were conducted to discuss how problems with relationships in
and out of the institution effect women, the role of education achievement in inditutional adjustment, and
how parenting issues affect female rates of misconduct.

The classification process will be modified according to the research findings. The primary change
in the female classfication process will be that custody level will be driven by needs, rather than by risk.
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It is expected that the classification interview process will take about an hour for women, compared to 45
minutes for men.

15. Reentry - Linking Prison Classification to Reentry to the Community

Discussant: James Austin, Co-Director
The Institute for Crime, Justice, and Corrections

Approximately 600,000 prisoners are released from correctional institutions each year. This
constitutesa public safety issue because our prisons are not adequately preparing inmates for the transition
into the community. The U.S. Justice Department islooking for models to limit the risk to the community
through coordination of law enforcement and community services. One of the primary issuesis that many
offendersarerel eased to the communities with the fewest resour ces, thus dramatically increasing their risk
for recidivism.

The quegion underlying the Justice Department’s concerns about re-entry is: “How does the
correctional system prepare offendersfor release?’ Asthe brain of the correctional system, classification
systems must have the capability to identify an offender’ sneeds, particularly the needsthat put the offender
at high risk for recidivism. This needs assessment process mug be initiated upon the offender’ s admission
and management strategies need to be devel oped to enable the offender to perfor m better upon release to
the community. Also, prison administrators and staff need to reach out to other components of the criminal
justice system in order to coordinate the services provided in the community with institutional
programming.

Currently jurisdictionsareimplementing strategic plansto fecilitateinmates' transition into society.
Nevada, for example, has a seamless transition process that includes pre-release planning to identify the
community to which an inmatewill be released and the individuals who will work with the offender upon
his’her release. The staff in the community initiates their work with the individual even prior to his/her
release to identify and reduce therisk factors that may lead to the individua’s re-involvement in criminal
behavior and/or to violation the conditions of his/her release.

16. Reentry Linking Prison Classification to Reentry to the Community - Incarceration
Planning

Discussant: James Thatcher, Chief of Classification and Treatment
Washington Department of Corrections

The state of Washington has 60,000 people under some form of criminal justicesupervision. The
2000 Offender Accountability Act has changed the way offenders are supervised in the community in two
ways. First, the range of community custody has increased, meaning the Washington Department of
Corrections (WA DOC) can now place additional stipulations on the conditions of the offender’s release
to the community, as needed, to reduce the offender’s risk of recidivism. Second, the WA DOC is now
required to assess the offender’s risk continually using the Level of Service Inventory (LSI). The WA
DOC also now hasgreater accessto public records. Specifically, the Offender Accountability Act requir es:
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As of July 1, 2000, community supervision becomes community custody;

Sentencing Guidelines Commission will establish a community custody range;

Courts will sentence offenders to a range of community custody;

If sex offender treatment isimposed by the court, the treatment provider must be certified,;

DOC may establish and modify additional supervision conditions based on the risk the
inmate may pose to community safety;

DOC mud compete a risk assessment of each offender;

DOC now has jurisdiction over all offendersin community custody;

DOC must develop a structur e of graduated sanctions for violations;

Offendershave aright to community cugody revocation hearings and the hearing officers
must report through a different chain of command than Community Correctiorns Offica's

(CCO's);

DOC may transfer collection of legal financial obligations to county clerks or other
entities,
DOC must, in conjunction with Washington Association of Sheriffs and Police Chief’'s
(WASPC) and counties, establish the jail bed utilization rate and negdtiate terms of
increase;

The First Time Offender Waiver changed from two to one year for the completion of
court-order ed treatment;

DOC must develop and monitor transition and relapse prevention strategies for sex
offenders;

CCOs shall be deployed accor ding to the geogr aphic distribution of offenders;
DOC has authority to access all records maintained by public agencies; and

DOC must establish a systematic means of assessing the risk an offender poses to
community safety.

Classification and supervision of offenders based on risk is expected to increase offender
accountability and reduce their threat to the community. The WA DOC's classification policy is that (1)
the WA DOC will manage offendersunder itsjurisdicdion based ontheir risk to re-offend, prior harm to
thecommunity, and injury caused to victim(s) and/or potential victim(s); and (2) interventionswill be based
on dynamic risk factors and prioritized according to the offender’s risk. The WA DOC will develop an
offender accountahility plan (OAP) for all offenders that coardinates cusody and treatment needs and
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includes supervision strategies to reduce risk and effect positive behavior changes. All offenders are
expected to comply with their OAPs. The Department’s resour ces will focus on high-risk offenders.

This year, the WA DOC implemented a risk-management assessment process which classifies
offenders based on their risk to re-offend and the nature of the harm of their offense(g. Offendersare
classified into four risk management (RM) groups: A, B, C, and D. RM-A offender s pose the highest risk
to re-offend. RM-A offenders include those who:

. Score of 41 more on the LS and a conviction for aviolent crime;
. Level 3 sex offenders;

. Designated as dangerously mental ill; and/or

. Higory of violent and/or threaening behavior.

The OAP is shaped by the offender’s risk assessment, risk management classification, and
identified risk factors. The OAP takes into consideration the LS| score, acts of violence, offender
characteristics, as well as their community risk, victim safety, place safety, and offender associations.
These risk factors determine the offender’s RM level, which in turn influences the conditions of their
community supervision. Prohibitions may be placed on the offenders depending on their dynamic risk
factors. Offenders, for example, may be prohibited from going to certain pleces (such as schods), or
people (such asvictims, crime partners, and potential victims), and/or they may be required to abstain from
certain behaviors (drugs, alcohal, illegal activities, or loitering). In addition, offenders are targeted for
interventions such as chemicd dependency treatment, sex offender treatment, anger management, day-
reporting, employment, and/or education. They may also be required to pay reparations through efforts
such as volunteering for a community service program, participating in a reconciliation program, or
making payments on any legal financial obligations.

Washington State is committed to ensuring itscorrectional programs accomplish the goal of making
the community safe. The WA DOC is focused on multiple measures to monitor short-term and
intermediate outcomes and will develop a results-based management plan for assessng its performance.
The results-based management plan will improve resource allocationsand will provide an ongoing system
of measuring and evaluating performance. While 50 percent of the offenders are low-risk by definition
and will not be affected by these programing efforts, the primary focus of the re-entry program is the 15
percent of the offender population identified as high risk.

17. Wrap-Up and Next Steps

Discussant: Sammie Brown, Correctional Program Specialist
National Institute on Corrections

At the end of the two-day forum and strategy session, a discussion was held to address a variety
of issues related to the continual growth of the field of classification and its focus within NIC. One of
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NIC's original goals for the peer workshop was to receive feedback on NIC' s technical assistance process

regarding:

Building relationships to connect practitioners;
Building consensus on issues,

Providing credibility in addressing issues;
Providing correctional leadership; and

Addressing the needs of small correctional systems.

The participants suggested a number of points for improving the technical assistance process:

Use agencies’ expertise to provide hands-on, practical assistance;
Provide multiple strategies to avoid problems;

Invest in training for consultants to ensure consistency in information provided and
methodol ogy;

Fund programs that result in a tangible product within a specific timeframe;

Develop training programs on re-entry;

Distribute current information about what is happening in other states;

Provide opportunities for praditione's to share information on multiple topics in groups
composed of central office, research, institutional, custodial, programming and line staff;

and

Set up e-mail message groups for sharing information and networking.

The participants indicated that the following research questions need to be addressed:

When is it safe to mix medium with maximum/close inmates, and what is the impact of
mixing custody levels on institutional safety?

How does prison management effed prison behavior?
Wha are the differencesin male and femde inmates’ behavior?

What is the relationship between mental health and prison management problems and how
do they relate to classification?

How do learning disahilitieseffec behavior?
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. When should an offender in adminigraion segregation be released? (Need to develop
objective criteria/models for safely removing inmates from administrative segregation.)

. What are some feasible methods for managing and evaluating ther apeutic communities?

. How does one effectively manage the chronic, mentaly ill offender within the prison
setting;

. Should sex offender treatment be mandatory? If so, under what conditions? and

. What are the benefits and risksof visitation?

I11. NIC Classification-Related Initiatives

A selected number of relevant ongoing or recently completed classification-related projects
supported by NIC and ICJC staff are summarized below. These projects illustrate the extendgve work on
classification related topics that have been undertaken by correctional agencies to design, validate, and
implement intake, risk assessment, and/or classification systems.

External Classification-related projects (1980 - present). ICJC staff have conducted evaluations
of or helped to design objective classification systems for California Colorado, Cook County, lllinois,
Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Illinois, Los Angeles, Maine, Montana, Nevada, New Jersey, New
Mexico, New York City, Oklahoma, Oregon, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Puerto Rico,
Tennessee, Texas, Virgin islands, Washington, D.C., Washington Sate, Wisconsin, and Wyoming.

Under a NIC compr ehensive classification initiative, 1CJC is currently working with the states of
Pennsylvania, South Carolina, and Kentucky to revalidate their clasdfication sydems. In addtion, The
Institute staff are currently working with the City of Philadelphiato refine its classification system to better
identify jail inmates who are appropriate for community-based housing units. The Institute continues to
work with the states of Wyoming and Georgia to audit the implementation and development of their
classification systems.

Internal Classification Systems (1993 - 1996). Staff of ICJC were awarded a cooperative
agreement from NIC to initiate afield test of internal classification systems with three states (Connecticut,
Colorado, and Washington state). In addition to the field test, T he Institute staff conducted a national
survey of existinginternal classification methods and submitted areport summarizing the results of thefield
test and national survey.

Design, Devel opment, and Implementation of Prison Internal Classification Systems (1997 - 2000).
This second NIC project continued the work of theinitial project and introduced the use of systematic
internal classification systems to additional adult prison systems. Staff of the Institute of Crime, Justice
and Corrections worked with five states (Florida, Missouri, New Jersey, Oregon, and South Dakota) to
develop and pilot test comprehensive interna classification systems that govern housing and program
placements at a single teg facility within each state. This project was extended to implement the states
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new/revised internal classification systemsand to assesstheir reliability and validity. Inaddition, follow-up
assessments o the systems developed by Connecticut, Colorado, and Washington state were conducted.

Gender-Specific Classification projects (1999 - present). |1CJC staff arecurrently working with Dr.
Patricia Van Voorhis at the University of Cincinnati on a NIC initiative to provide technical assistance to
three state correctional agencies for the development and testing of gender specific classification systems
for women. This initiative will provide assistance to Nebraska, Colorado, and Hawaii. In addition, The
Institute has a separate cooperative agreement with NIC to provide technical assistance to the state
correctional agenciesof Idaho, Florida, and West Virgini ato revalidate the classification systemsdeveloped
for their female inmates.

State and Local Planning for Correctional Population Management in Washington State (1999 -
present). Under a cooperative agreement with the Prisons Division of NIC, ICJC collaborated with the
Washington Association of Sheriffsand Police Chiefsand Department of Correctionsto determinethelevel
of resources (facility, staff, and programmatic) needed to enhance the performance capabilities of the jail
system. This project included several tasks: 1) Implement an objective jail classification sygem; 2)
Analyzejail populationcharacteristicsand trends; 3) Developjail capacity projections based on needs, risk
and security levels of offenders; 4) Provide fiscal analysisof proposed legislation with bed space impact
analysis; 5) Assessand make recommendationsto improvethe State's capacity to store, retrieve and report
on critical offender-based information, needs and trends; and 6) Provide training for agency staff in the
utilization and continuation of research activities and forecasting techniques. This project will serve as an
example to other jurisdictions for the development of systematic classification, information system, and
population management strategies.
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E-Mail: bharrison@cor. state.pa. us
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James E. Thatcher

Chief of Classification and Treatment
Washington State Department of Corrections
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D. Biographic Sketches
James Austin, Ph.D. . ..

is the Co-Director of The Ingtitute on Crime, Justice, and Corrections at The George Washington
University. Prior to joining The Institute, he was the Executive Vice President of The National Council
on Crime and Delinquency. Dr. Austin began his career in criminology as correctional sociologist for the
Ilinois Department of Cor rectionswhere he was employed at the Stateville and Joliet Correctional Centers.
Hereceived hisbachel ors degree in sociol ogy fromWheaton College, his masters degree in sociol ogy from
DePaul University in Chicago, and his doctorate, also in sociology, from the University of California, at
Davis.

Dr. Austin serves, or has recently served, asdirector for several large NIJ-funded research and evaluation
programs, most notably: the Correctional Options Evaluation, An Experimental Test of the Oklahoma
Electronic Monitoring program, Evaluation of the Los Angeles Sheriffs Department (RID) Boot Camp
Program, and Evaluation of Drug T reatment Programsin Local Correctional Agencies.

Dr. Austin has author ed numerous publications. His most recent book, entitled 7t's About Time: America's
Imprisonment Binge, was publishedin 1996 (co-authored with Dr. John Irwin). In 1991 he was named the
American Correctional WASPC's recipient of the Peter P. Lejin's Research Award and received the
Wedern Society of Criminology Paul Tappan award for outstanding contributions in the field of
criminology.

Dr. Austin has conducted several studies of drug treatment programs within the U.S. criminal justice and
correctional systems. He is currently directing the evaluation of the Michigan Department of Corrections
Residential Substance Abuse Treatment (RSAT) program. He has also provided analysisof the impacts of
various sentencing systems including penalties for drug crimes. Finaly, he has been alead consultant for
theNIC Jail Center ObjectiveJail Classification programhavingpart cipated in numeroustraning minars
and on-site assessments.

Pamela J. Brandon. . .

is an Administrator with Wisconsin's Department of Corrections, Division of Program Planning and
Movement. As Administrator of one of five major divisions within the Wisconsin Deportment of
Corrections Ms. Brandon has system-wide responsibility in the following areas.

. Bureau of Offender Program Development and Evaluation Responsible for such things as the Sex
Offender Registration Program, the Sexual Predator Commitment Process, program devel opment
for adults & juveniles (probationers/parolees and inmates) in the areas of AODA, Cognitive
Interventions, Sex Offender Treatment, High-Risk Offenders, Domestic Violence, and evaluation
of service delivery/ effectivenessimpact;

. Bureau of Offender Classification and Movement (see below);
. Office of Victim Services and Programs; and
. Electronic Monitoring Services Center.
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Specificaly inthe area of offender classification and movement Ms. Brandon overseesthe department-wide
provision of these services:

. Operation of the centralized reception and assessment center for all male and female felons
committed to the Wisconsin prison system. This initial intake assessment and evaluation process
results in the development of an individualized plan for each offender which reflects their current
custody, security, and treatment needs. This plan directs their eventual physica placement with
the prison system.

. Once an offender completes the reception process he/she is then provided a regular "program
review" committee hearing (PRC) (currently every six months; proposed changeisto be every
twelve months) that allows for the assessment of their overall, ongoing adjustment and progr ess.
This hearing is the determining factor for their continuation at their present location or movement
to another facility.

. Additionally, sinceweare uilizing more than 5000* in/out-of -state contract beds, this PRC process
provides for offender transfer and movement, following the approval of the contract facility, to
these in/out-of -state contr act sites.

. Schedule actual physical movements and transfers for the entire adult sygsem which currently
includes approximately 21,000 inmates, 13 major maximum/medium facilities, 19 minimum
facilities, and 15 various contract sites (in/out of state)*.

Sammie D. Brown .. .

is a Correctional Program Specialist in the National Institute of Corrections, Prisons Division in
Washington, DC. She is on intergovernmental loan to NIC from the South Carolina Deportment of
Corrections. In her current capacity, she manages cooperative agreements, training programs, and short-
term technical assidance projectsthat provideassistance to numerous correctional agenciesthroughout the
country that are evaluating, validating, and improving prison classification systems. In her recent article
in Corrections Today, "Into the Millennium with ComprehensiveObjective Prison Classification Systems, "
she summarized a number of major initiatives that she manages for NIC that provide assistance to
correctional agencies to further the development of comprehensive sygems. In addition, she manages a
multi-agency collaborative effort in Washington State involving federal, state, and local jurisdictions
planning for correctional population management; other initiatives on the development of management
information systems to enhance prison classification, information technology, and integrated justice
information systems work with anumber of states on classification of women offenders, and the Federal
Bureau of Prisons on juvenile classification; aswell as new initiatives that will concentrate on classification
of high-risk offenders.

She has 33 years experience in state and federal government and began her career in the field of adult
corrections in 1971. She was Director of Classification in South Carolinafrom 1988 to 1996 and Chief of
Classification from 1985 to 1988. She directed the development and implementation of an objective
classification system and an internal management classification sysem in South Carolina; developed a
comprehensive training program for classification personnel; conducted research to develop a behavioral
classification system for women offenders. She reorganized the management of inmate records and audits
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of all activeinmate records to improve the accur acy and compl eteness of the MIS, including all sentencing
data; andregructured the gaffing to provide better supervision of criticd fundionsandto operate 24 hours
a day, 7 daysiweek. Also, while in SC, she directed the Shock Incarceration and Y outhful Offender
Programs and implemented procedures for the programs which resulted in significant impact on bed space
and saved approximately $6 million annually. She has served on humerous agency planning committees
in such areas afacility desgn and management training in addition to special needs, long-term and women
offender issues.

On the national level, prior to coming to NIC, she served as a consultant and provided technical assistance
to correcti onal agencieson d assificati on, unit management, and women offenders, parti cipated as peaker,
fadlitator, and planner at correctional conferences; served as afaculty member and seminar planner at the
National Academy of Corrections for prison classification and management modalities; served as a guest
lecturer for graduate and undergraduate classesin Criminal Justiceat the University of South Carolina; and
testified as an expert witness in classification. She has published several articles, including "Shock
Incarceration for Women in South Carolina," in Corrections Compendium (February 1994), and " Offender
Classification: Don't Overlook This Important Security Srategy," in Corrections Today (July 1989). Her
resear ch has been cited in severa books and publications.

Gerry Gaes, Ph.D.. .. .

received his Ph.D. in Social Psychology from the State University of New York & Albany in 1980. He
joined the Bureau of Prisons in 1980 and has worked in the Office of Research from 1980 to the present
with the exception of atwo year period (1982, 1983) when he served as a research analyst at the Federal
Correctional Institution in Otisville, New York. He also spent two years on detail at the United Sates
Sentencing Commission from 1985 to 1987 to develop apopulation projection micro simulation and an
expert system to apply U. S. Sentencing Guidelines.

In 1988, Dr. Gaes was appointed Chief of the Office of Research and till holds that position. He has
published in professiona journals and has severd chapters in edited books. His mog recent chapters
include two on prison rehabilitation programs entitled "Adult Correctional Treatment” which appeared in
the book Prisons, Crime and Justice: A Review of Research edited by Michael Tonry and Joan Petersilia
and "Correctiona Treatment" published in the volume The Handbook of Crime and Punishment, edited
by Michad Tonry. In duly 2000, Gerry received the U.S. Department of Justice Attorney Genera's
Distinguished Service award for the correctional research he has conducted throughout his career. Gerry's
current research interests include prison privatization, evaluation methodology, inmate gangs, inmate
classification, simulating criminal justice processes, prison crowding, prison violence, and the effectiveness
of prison program inter ventions on post-r el ease outcomes.

Patricia L. Hardyman, Ph.D. .. .

isan Executive Research Director with The Institute. Previously, she was a Senior Researcher and Director
of the New York City officefor the National Council on Crime and Delinquency (NCCD). She received
her bachelors degree in psychology and sociology from Miami University of Ohio, her masters degreein
criminal justice from University of Cincinnati and her doctorate, also in criminal justice, from the Rutgers
University: School of Criminal Justice.

Dr. Hardyman has extensive research experience with data base development and management, court
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services, parole decision making and community supervision innovations. She served as the manager on
several mgjor projects which included, but were not limited to, design of classification systems for the
Philadel phia Prison System, Wyoming, Montana (prison and community supervision), Maine (adult prison
and youth training school); Georgia Department of Juvenile Justice (both external and internal
classification), evaluation of drug offender treatment in local jails, and evaluation of federal correctiona
options programs (five states). Dr. Hardyman has worked closely with Dr. Austin on the NIC interna
classification initiative in Florida, South Dakota, Oregon, New Jersey, Missouri, Colorado, Connecticut,
and Washington state. Dr. Hardyman also served as the state facilitator/trainer for Rhode Island and
Florida with the Comprehensive Strategy Project. Comprehensive Strategy is an Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention (OJIDP) Project in which training and technical assistance is provided to
communities for developing a five-year strategic plan to prevent and reduce violent juvenile crime.

Most recently, she served as a consultant to the Georgia Department of Juvenile Judice for the
development of work plansto devel op andimplementation of objective classification, risk assessment, and
intake systems. Sheis currently working with the states of Kentucky, Rhode Island, Tennessee, Oklahoma,
and Delaware to revalidate their objective classification systems. She serves as a consultant to Dr. Van
Voorhis on NIC's current cooper ative agreement to provide technical assidance to state correctional
agencies in developing and implementing women's classification systems. Through the NIC cooperative
agreement with The Institute, sheisworking with Idaho, West Virginia, and Floridato refine and validate
their classification systems to effectively manage their female inmate populations.

Miles D. Harer, Ph.D. .. .

is a Section Chief for Basic Research and Evaluation with the Federal Bureau of Prison's Office of
Research and Evaluation. He began his employment with the Federal Bureau of Prisons in 1987. His
research hasincluded the foll owing: assessing theecological predictorsof violent crime across metropolitan
areas; explaining crime rate trends in the U nited States; assessing methods for making prison popul ation
projections; assessing the individual and environmental predictors of prison violence; validating the
predictive validity of recidivismrisk instruments; evaluating the recidivismreducing effects of prison Boot
Campsand prison education programs; eval uating incapacitationamong imprisoned Federal dr ug offender s;
and, in recent years, assessing the predictive validity of inmate classification systems.

Prior to beginning graduate work, he was employed as a Job Development Specialist by the Pennsylvania
Department of Corrections at the women's facility in Muncy Pennsylvania. During his graduate work at
The Pennsylvania State University, he studied demography, criminology, quantitative methods, and
economics, receiving a Ph.D. in Sociology, with a Master's Equivalency in Economics.

He has published in the following scholarly journas: The American Sociological Review; The American
Journal of Sociology; Social Forces; Criminology; Researchin Crimeand Delinquency; Federal Probation,
and The Federal Sentencing Reporter. His most recent article entitled, "Similarities and Differences in
Female and Male Predictors of Prison Violence: Assessing the Gender Specific Predictive Validity of a
Risk Classification System,” with Neal Langan (Bureau' s Office of Research and Evaluation), is currently
under review with the Journal of Crime and Delinquency.

William A. Harrison. . .

began his corrections career in April of 1969 as a corrections counselor at the State Correctional Institution
at Camp Hill, Pennsylvania. He progressed through the ranks to Counselor Supervisor, Director of atoken
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economy project and Director of Treatment to which he was appointed in 1976.

In December 1984, he was appointed to the Bureau of Inmate Services where he currently serves as the
Chief of Classification Services. In this position, he is responsible for the delivery of the following
services:

. Inmate classification system (PACT);
. Inmate separ ations,
. Inmate transfers; and
. Diagnostic and classification process for males and females.

Bill holds an Associate Degree from York College of Pennsylvania, a Bachelor of Science Degree in
Psychology from Windham College and a Master of Stience Degree in Counseling from Shippensburg
University of Permnsylvania He undertook post-graduate studies & the University of Pennsylvania' s School
of Social Work and Shippensburg University. He aso received continuing education credits from the
National Institute of Corrections, the University of South Carolina, and other professiona training
institutes.

Bill holds membership in the American Correctional Association, the Pennsylvania Asociation of
Probation, Parole and Corrections and isa Trustee of the Middle Atlantic States Correctional Associaion.
He s actively involved in his church as well as other community service organizations.

C. Scott Hromas . ..

isthe Director of Planning and Analysis & Colorado' s Department of Corrections (DOC). He has held his
current position for 24 years. Prior to joining the Planning and Analysis Department, Hromas was a
researcher for the Office of Research and Reporting at Colorado's DOC. Asthe Director of Planning and
Analysis Hromas has directed important projects including the female classification project and the
revalidation of the classification system (including the instruments, manual, and policy). He has served as
a consultant and an expert witness.

Meesim Lee. . .

isthe Branch Chief for Offender Information Management at South Carolina s Department of Corrections
(SC DOC). Mrs. Lee supervises the development of executive information system and research/statistics
activities. During her 28-year tenurein SC DOC, she conceptualized and implemented the Department’ s
first inmate population projection in 1979 and directed numerous refinements, including parameter
expansion and new computer algorithms over the years. She provided technical and analytical support to
several sentencing guidelines commissions and was the principle analyst for legidative impact analysis,
prison population projections, and internal policy/program (including classification) eval uation. During her
tenure with the SC DOC, Mrs. Lee has also undertaken diverse duties such as conversion the automated
offender tracking system and automdion of the Central Inmate Records Office.

In October, 1998, Mrs. Lee conceptualized and obtained funding from the National Institute of Justice
(N1J) to develop a PC-based classification policy simulation model. A practitioner researcher partnership
was formed between the SC DOC and the COMPETE Center, Graduate School of Business, College of
William and Mary to build the model and construct a data warehouse. During an eighteen-month project
period, the partnership designed a model to Smulate the interactive dynamics of prison clasdfication
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policies, sentencing structure, inmate behavior, and prison bed type requir ements.
Ed Ligtenberg . ..

isthe Director of Classification, Transfer and Schedulingat South D akotal s Department of Corrections(SD
DOC). Asthe Director, he manages the inmate program scheduling, classification, and transfer systems.
Mr. Ligtenbergdevel oped and maintains the scheduling and transfer systemsto interface with current and
future classification systems. He also maintains classification system policies, instructional manual, and
instruments. In addition, Mr. Ligtenberg trains staff on classification, maintains quality control on the
classification system and relevant computer support programs.

Mr. Ligtenberg serves as approval authority for institution transfers and maintains the projected inmate bed
capacity of each facility in the state. He also serves on the SD DOC Curriculum Committee that approves
all programming for adult and juvenile offenders and directs the Interstate Corrections Compact for the
exchange of inmates with other states.

Nick Ludwick . . .

is the Classification Director for the Michigan Department of Corrections. He is oversees the prisoner
transfer/ security classification process for 45,815 prisoners --1,911 females and 43,904 males. Mr.
Ludwick coordinates all prisoner movement and placement within the 42 correctional facilities and 13
prison camps. Asthe supervisor for the Correctional Facilities Administration Classification Department,
heisresponsible for department-wide training and audits of the security classification process. As needed,
he has participated in the opening/ closing/conversions of al institutions.

Prior to becoming the Clasdfication Director of Michigan's Department of Corrections, Mr. Ludwick was
a Department Analyst in Correctiona Facilities Administration. In this position, he was responsible for
reviewing transfer requests and determining prisoner placement. He was also involved in development and
coordination of prisoner transports for al correctional facilities and camps.

Candyce Neubauer. ..

Candyce Neubauer isthe Bureau Chieffor the Clasdficaion, Offender Movement/Placement, Disciplinary,
and Grievance Programs (Technical Correctional Services) for the Montana Department of Corrections (
MT DOC). She has been employed by the MT DOC for 15 years and has held her current position since
1993. Prior to becoming the Bureau Chief, she was the Classification Officer at the Montana State Prison
and supervised case manager s. She directed theimplementation of the Department’ s obj ective classification
system and the development of the training components for classification and correctional officer
personnel. She enjoys doing statistical research and profiling of the MT DOC prison population and her
current resear ch interest include long-ter m inmates.
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Stan Repko . . .

is the Director of the Office of Policy and Planning at New Jersey's Department of Corrections. He has
been employed by the New Jersey Department of Correctionsfor 29 years and has held his current position
for 14 years. He is responsible for offender classification, interagency management infor mation systems
development, video-teleconferencing, planning and anaysis, population projections, and records
management. He has served on numerous interagency criminal justice commissons and task forces
including the Police Training Commission, the Criminal Disposition Commission, the State's Criminal
Justice Information System (CJIS) Policy Board, and many prison overcr owding commissions.

In addition to his state experience, Mr. Repko has been a consultant with the National Institute of
Corrections (NIC), the National Council on Crime Delinquency (NCCD) and numerous research and
educational institutions Through these experiences, he has visited more than 40 state, federal and local
correctional and criminal justice agencies throughout 25 different states. Mr. Repko has undergraduate and
graduate degrees in psychology and education and has completed the NIC/Wharton School, University
Pennsylvania Strategic M anagement in Cor rections Program and isa Certified Public Manager (CPM). His
work responsibilities and accomplishments in prison and jail classification include:

. Design, development and implementation of an objective clasdfication system for NJ DOC (1995
-1996);

. Validation of the initial and reclassification instrument in the NJ DOC (1995);

. Expansion of prison objective classification system to state-sentenced offenders housed in the 21

county jails (1997);

. Expansion of the Department's objective clasgfication system to the women' s institution. (1997);

. Design, development and implementation of an objective classification system and computerized
classification module in 20 of the 21 counties (1997 - 1999);

. NIC Validation of thecounty jail objective classification system with Dr. Tim Brennan (1997); and

. Presently developing an electronic interface between the State' s County Correctional Information
System and the Department's new DOCMIS computer system for the computerized collection,
scoring and preliminary custody level assignment for objective clasdfication purposes (1999 -
2000).
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Fred Roesel . . .

isthe Chief of theBureau of Classification and Central Recordsfor the Florida Depar tment of Cor rections.
His bureau is responsible for inmate reception, institutional classification, inmate release, inmate records,
security threat group intelligence, Central Visitation Authority and the State Classification Office.

Mr. Roesel joined the Depatment of Corrections in 1977, and has both security and classification
experience. His experience and vast knowledge of inmate classification resulted in is promotion to Bureau
Chief in 1997.

Mr. Roesel has led and remained focused on the effort to advance and improve the agency's utilization of
technology in inmate management. His efforts have resulted in the automation and improvement of
classification processes in order to meet the challengesfacing a department that has grown from 46,000
inmates when he started in Classification Services to approximately 71,000 inmates today.

Among the major technology applications developed under his leadership are:

. Computer Assisted Reception Process for their five reception centers;
. Automated Gain Time System;

. Integrated Assessment and Placement System,;

. Automated Discipline System;

. Risk and Needs Internal Classification System;

. Custody Assessment and Reclassification System;

. Security Threat Oper ational Review and Management System;

Awards and accomplishments:

. Secretary' s Distinguished Achievement Award in 1993;
. Employee of the year for the Department of Correctionsin 1994; and
. Davis Productivity Awad (private sector award for government productivity) in 1993, 1994, three

in 1996, 1997, two in 1998 and another in 1999.

Recently, Mr. Roesel guided hissection through an agency reorganization that greatly increased the duties,
responsibilities, and personnel of the Bureau of Classification and Central Recor ds.
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Larry B. Solomon. . .

isthe Deputy Director at the Nationa Institute of Corr ections. He has held his current position since 1982.
He holds a BA in Criminology from the University of Maryland and a MSW from Howard University.
Previously, he has served as Chief of the Community Corrections Division at NIC; a senior program
analyst at the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration; Deputy Commissioner for Classification and
Treatment for the Massachusetts Department of Corrections Socid Service Coordinator for the DC
Department of Corrections, and held numerous other social service positions. He is a lecturer at the
University of Maryland and has published numerousarticlesincluding "Developing An Empirically Based
Model for Classification Decision Making," Effective Strategies for Implementing a Comprehensive
Classification System," Classficaion: PastFail ures, Future Potential," and " The Rol e of Rehabilitation and
Programsin Prisons.”

James E. Thatcher .. .

isthe Chief of Classification and Treatment in the Office of Correctional Oper ations at Washington State
Department of Corrections. Mr. Thatcher manages departmental inmate diagnostic and clasdfication
processes, inmate movement, and facility assignments. He provides direction, project management, and
assistance in the planning and preparation of policy/ procedural directives related to offender
classification/case management, records, and transportation. He aso assists in the preparation,
implementation, response to legidative inquiries.
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